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Understanding the Consequences of Newcomer Proactive Behaviors: 
The Moderating Contextual Role of Servant Leadership 
 
Abstract 
Proactive newcomers are more successful in terms of integration and job satisfaction, than 
newcomers who are less proactive. However, it is unclear whether contextual factors, such as the 
leadership style experienced by newcomers, matter. To address this gap in the literature, we 
gathered data at three times from 247 new employees across their first six months after joining a 
company in France. Given that past research has found that newcomers play an active role in 
their own adjustment process, in the current study we investigate how newcomer proactive 
behaviors relate to the key outcomes of job satisfaction, person-job fit, and person-organization 
fit. We examined the degree to which servant leadership moderated the proposed relationships. 
Results revealed that servant leadership generally benefited employee socialization outcomes, 
especially for employees low in proactive behavior. But at low levels of perceived servant 
leadership, followers were able to compensate for this leadership deficiency the more they 
engaged in proactive behaviors. Although proactive behaviors did not surpass servant leadership 
in relationships with job satisfaction, P-J, and P-O fit, follower proactive behaviors had the 
strongest relationships to these outcomes under conditions of low servant leadership. 
Specifically, the results suggest that newcomer engagement in proactive behaviors is especially 
important to newcomer adjustment when leaders exhibit low levels of servant leadership. 
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Understanding the Consequences of Newcomer Proactive Behaviors:  
The Moderating Role of Servant Leadership 
Job transitions can be a challenging and stressful time for new employees due to 
uncertainty given the limited organizational knowledge and anxiety surrounding success (Ellis et 
al., 2015; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Job transitions are becoming increasingly more common, with 
the average U.S. employee undergoing 11.7 job transitions in his or her lifetime (Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2015). Similar trends prevail in Europe. In France, the average turnover rate 
increased five-fold over the last 30 years (Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes 
Economiques, 2014). These trends underscore the importance of understanding the process of 
organizational socialization, which is a period of moving from being an organizational outsider 
to becoming an insider. As Wanberg (2012, p. 17) noted, “organizational socialization is about 
new beginnings - individuals starting new jobs within an organizational context”. 
Originally, research on organizational socialization began by focusing on organizational 
socialization tactics organizations might employ to help newcomers adjust to their new way of 
organizational life (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Over time, however, arguments that the 
socialization process is reciprocal with organizations influencing newcomers and newcomers 
shaping their own destinies became commonplace (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1994; Jones, 1983; 
Morrison, 1993; Reichers, 1987). This view, and associated findings, was developed in parallel 
with work by Bateman and Crant (1993), who created and validated a measure of proactive 
personality. They found that those with higher proactivity scores engaged in more extracurricular 
and civic activities, indicating that behavior in a variety of contexts is related to individual levels 
of proactivity. Saks et al. (2011) contend that newcomer proactive behaviors, such as information 
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seeking, relationship building, general socializing and feedback seeking help newcomers to 
become more equipped, efficient and self-motivated employees.  
There is a current lack of understanding around whether contextual factors exist that may 
relate to the relationships between newcomer proactive behavior and important socialization 
outcomes. One key aspect of the context is the role that organizational insiders - those already 
established within the organization - play in newcomer socialization, with immediate supervisors 
being especially influential insiders. By examining newcomer proactivity within the context of 
support from leaders, we attempt to make two specific contributions to the literature. First, we 
seek to expand our understanding of the context in which key newcomer proactive behaviors 
matter, and to what extent. By examining the moderating role of servant leadership, we strive to 
better understand newcomer proactive behaviors as being useful for a newcomer’s own 
adjustment. This is an important step toward identifying both the consequences and important 
boundary conditions of proactive behavior salience during socialization. One leadership 
approach that appears to be particularly well suited for helping newcomers adjust to new jobs, 
relationships, and work environments, is servant leadership. Servant leadership shows great 
potential for assisting newcomers during socialization, given that it is a follower-centered 
leadership approach. The premise behind servant leadership is the prioritization of fulfilling 
follower needs over the leader’s own needs (Greenleaf, 1970; van Dierendonck, 2011). Meta-
analytic results have shown that servant leadership explains more variance in key individual 
outcomes than transformational, ethical, and authentic leadership (Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, & 
Wu, 2018). Servant leaders provide support and create an environment designed to help 
employees be successful and weather setbacks without giving up on their goals (Liden, Wayne, 
Liao, & Meuser, 2014). Servant leaders encourage work environments that build the personal 
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and professional well-being of employees by promoting their engagement in proactive behaviors 
(van Dierendonck, 2011). Given that “a servant leader works toward building a learning 
organization where each individual can be of unique value,” (van Dierendonck, 2011, p. 1231) 
we contend that servant leadership enables newcomers to feel confident in their ability to shape 
their own environment.   
Second, servant leaders endeavor to help their followers achieve success and feel good 
about their roles. More specifically, their focus is on “developing employees to their fullest 
potential in the areas of task effectiveness, community stewardship, self-motivation, and future 
leadership capabilities” (Liden et al., 2008, p. 162). Given this, we wanted to focus on key 
newcomer outcomes that are personal in nature. Thus, we address how newcomer proactive 
behavior relates to newcomer perceptions of job satisfaction, as well as person-job (P-J) and 
person-organization (P-O) fit. By focusing on these outcomes, we add to the expanding proactive 
behavior and organizational socialization outcome literatures.  
Hypothesis Development 
Figure 1 depicts our theoretical model. We hypothesize that the relationships between four 
key newcomer proactive behaviors, which we examine as a set (information seeking, feedback 
seeking, general socializing, and relationship building), and the personal newcomer outcomes 
(job satisfaction, person-job fit, and person-organization fit), differ depending upon the level of 
servant leadership newcomers experience in their jobs. 
The Moderating Role of Servant Leadership on Proactive Behaviors and Job Satisfaction 
Research on newcomer social integration has identified two main factors that determine the 
ultimate adjustment of newcomers: 1) Actions taken by organizations to influence and shape 
newcomer adjustment; and 2) Newcomers’ proactive efforts to define their roles within 
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organizations (Ashford & Black, 1996; Cable et al., 2013). Both employee proactivity and 
servant leadership serve as approaches to a newcomer’s transition and integration into a new 
work environment. Meta-analytic research finds that successful employee social integration is 
positively related to commitment, job satisfaction, intention to remain with the organization, and 
job performance (Bauer et al., 2007). Proactive behaviors such as information seeking, feedback 
seeking, general socializing and relationship building create autonomy in a newcomer by 
creating a more equipped, efficient and self-motivated employee, smoothing their transition into 
a new work environment (Yu & Davis, 2016).  
In the current investigation, we focus on a specific set of proactive behaviors newcomers 
may use to facilitate their own adjustment. Research has shown that the more new employees 
engage in proactive behaviors, the more successful they are in adjusting to their organizations 
and the more positive their outcomes (see Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007; 
Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007 for reviews). We contend that newcomers who engage in 
proactive behaviors are expected to experience higher levels of adjustment outcomes in the form 
of job satisfaction, P-J fit, and P-O fit, because they are at an advantage with respect to learning 
and adjusting to their new jobs. As a result, they are better positioned to reduce their anxiety, 
which often accompanies organizational transitions (Ellis et al., 2015). “Job satisfaction may be 
defined as a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or 
job experiences.” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300). It has been consistently demonstrated that intrinsic job 
experiences, such as finding one’s work meaningful to oneself or others enhances job satisfaction 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Proactive employees are inclined to identify and engage in 
behaviors that fulfill their need for meaning in their work, which in turn results in higher levels 
of job satisfaction than is experienced by less proactive employees (Tornau & Frese, 2013). And 
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the more they are able to fulfill their need to be proactive, the better they will perceive that they 
fit with their jobs and with the organization (Kim, Cable, & Kim, 2005). 
Further, we reason that learning how to perform their jobs more quickly allows them to be 
accepted among organizational insiders, which contributes to employee satisfaction and the sense 
that they are fitting in. Perrot, Bauer, Abonneau, Campoy, Erdogan, and Liden (2014) reported 
that, for the 103 blue-collar apprentices they studied in France using a time-lagged design, the 
relationship between organizational socialization tactics and learning on the job was moderated 
by perceived organizational support.  However, these researchers did not examine moderating 
relationships for proactive behavior. Because immediate leaders are viewed by employees as 
representing the organization (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan, 2004), and perceptions of leader 
support drive perceptions of organizational support (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, 
Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002), we reason that leadership moderates the relationships between 
newcomer proactive behaviors and socialization outcomes. 
Servant leadership is a leadership approach in which the main focus of supervisors is on 
the wellbeing of their employees (Liden, Wayne et al., 2014; Panaccio, Donia, Saint-Michel, & 
Liden, 2015). These leaders provide a psychologically safe environment (Schaubroeck, Lam, & 
Peng, 2011) that values the unique qualities of their employees and strives to bring out the full 
potential in all followers, which in turn enhances long-term career success (van Dierendonck, 
2011). The goals of a servant leader are to develop an employee to the fullest in personal areas 
including task effectiveness and self-motivation, as well as building community stewardship, 
which incorporates proactive behaviors to create and build relationships that can lead to future 
progress (Liden et al., 2008).  Thus, it is a meaningful factor to examine in the context of 
newcomer proactive behaviors and socialization. 
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Servant leaders provide coaching, resources and support designed to enhance employees’ 
personal growth and development, as well as a safe environment in which to learn from mistakes 
(Liden, Panaccio et al., 2014). Because self-initiated proactive behaviors and assistance provided 
by servant leaders provide similar benefits to newcomers, our contention is that they may 
substitute for each other. This means, that in instances in which servant leadership is high, there 
is less need for proactivity, because the employee feels supported by their employer, allowing for 
integration and high job satisfaction. In situations in which there is low servant leadership, 
employees have more responsibility to adjust to new work environments on their own, and take 
on the task of integration themselves through utilizing proactive behaviors. In this scenario, 
individuals do not wait for things to happen to them, they make things happen, and when they see 
the positive results of their actions, their job satisfaction increases (Crant, 2000).  
Hypotheses 1a-1d: Servant leadership moderates the relationship between a set of key 
newcomer proactive behaviors including information seeking, feedback seeking, general 
socializing and relationship building, and newcomer job satisfaction, such that proactive 
behaviors are more strongly and positively related to job satisfaction when servant leadership is 
low, whereas there is a weaker positive relationship between them when servant leadership is 
high. 
The Moderating Role of Servant Leadership on Proactive Behaviors and P-J Fit 
The concept of person-job (P-J) fit refers to the overall match between the person and the 
job. P-J fit takes two major forms (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005): The match 
between the person’s capabilities and job demands is referred to as demands-abilities fit, whereas 
the match between the person’s needs and the types of rewards and opportunities the job offers is 
referred to as needs-supplies fit. Our approach drew upon both of these types of fit. When 
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servant leadership is high, people find their jobs more aligned with what they value in a job, due 
to the priority the leader places on providing encouragement and support to bring out the full 
potential of each follower. Servant leadership consists of dimensions including empowering, 
helping subordinates grow and succeed, and putting subordinates first (Liden et al., 2008). For 
new employees experiencing this leadership, the job is more likely to meet their needs, resulting 
in proactive behaviors that are less important for the newcomer’s perception of person-job fit. 
Whereas, in a scenario with lower levels of servant leadership, employees need to be proactive in 
order to achieve fit with the job. New employees seek information to ensure that the job fits their 
needs. They also seek feedback of other employees and supervisors to learn ways in which they 
can enhance their person-job fit.  Yu and Davis (2016) note a distinction in that feedback seeking 
refers to newcomers proactively seeking information regarding their job performance, whereas 
information seeking generally refers to newcomers actively researching organizational policies 
and procedures (Yu & Davis, 2016). General socializing refers to employees building 
relationships with their overall social environment within the organization (Yu & Davis), which 
facilitates a sense of comfort within the workplace.   
Hypotheses 2a-2d: Servant leadership moderates the relationship between key newcomer 
proactive behaviors including information seeking, feedback seeking, general socializing and 
relationship building, and newcomer perceptions of person-job fit, such that proactive behaviors 
are more strongly and positively related to P-J fit when servant leadership is low, whereas there 
is a weaker positive relationship between them when servant leadership is high. 
The Moderating Role of Servant Leadership on Proactive Behaviors and P-O Fit 
An employee’s perception of person-organization (P-O) fit is a subjective belief about how 
well one’s personal values match an organization’s culture (Kristof, 1996). Employee P-O fit 
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perceptions are linked to the organization’s culture to the extent that they ensure the continuity of 
central values to provide new employees with a framework and support for responding to their 
work environment and for coordinating with other employees.  Proactive newcomer behaviors 
may be helpful for achieving a sense of fit with the organization, because employees who display 
proactive behaviors may develop relationships with others, understand the organization’s culture 
better, and develop the feeling that they fit with the organization. At the same time, servant 
leadership may provide some of the same benefits. Servant leadership emphasizes the “ideal 
service in the leader-follower relationship” (van Dierendonck, 2011). For these reasons, with a 
strong servant leader in place, proactive newcomer behavior is less important in creating the 
positive perceptions of P-O fit of the employee. However, in a scenario where servant leadership 
is not present, proactive behaviors are substituted to integrate new employees into the 
organization in a way that they feel connected to their work environment.  
A leading factor in greater P-O fit is the ability of the organization to reduce ambiguity for 
its employees. Ambiguity regarding an organization’s values, structure, and the role of an 
employee creates disconnect between new employees and their organization. Servant leaders 
create a work experience, in which, employees know their roles and have room to learn and 
increase productivity. However, in a situation where there is an absence of servant leadership, 
employees need to utilize proactive behavior to reduce ambiguity in their work environment. 
Information seeking and feedback seeking are both behaviors through which new employees 
learn about their organization and its expectations of them. General socializing and relationship 
building are ways to integrate into the organization in a personal manner, allowing employees to 
adjust to their new environment and create higher P-O fit perceptions. As Kim et al. (2005) note, 
employees who are able to proactively develop strong relationships with their leaders, essentially 
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replace institutionalized socialization tactics.  
Hypotheses 3a-3d: Servant leadership moderates the relationship between a key set 
newcomer proactive behaviors including information seeking, feedback seeking, general 
socializing, and relationship building and newcomer perceptions of person-organization fit, such 
that proactive behaviors are more strongly and positively related to P-O fit when servant 
leadership is low, whereas there is a weaker positive relationship between them when servant 
leadership is high. 
Method 
Sample and Procedures 
We obtained agreement from the corporate HR Director of a major French insurance 
company to conduct this research with their new employees. The HR Department sent new 
employees an email to inform them about our research one month after they started their jobs. 
Once new employees received the email from the HR Department, we followed up with an email 
inviting them to complete a questionnaire, while guaranteeing anonymity.  
Following a common set of data points in new employee research as noted by Allen, Eby, 
Chao, and Bauer (2017), our first survey (Time 1) was administered one month after the 
newcomers started their jobs.  Our second survey (Time 2) was given at three months after entry. 
Our final survey (Time 3) was administered at six months after entry.  Of the 649 new employees 
we invited to participate in our study, 378 completed our survey at Time 1 providing information 
regarding their demographics. At Time 2, 344 of these new employees completed our survey, 
reporting servant leadership and proactive behaviors. Finally, at Time 3, 353 of the new 
employees completed our survey, reporting job satisfaction, person-job, and person-organization 
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fit. Study variables were collected using T2 and T3 surveys. This led to an overall response rate 
of 38% (247 out of 649) for the matched questionnaires.   
In order to examine whether respondents differed from nonrespondents with respect to 
study variables, we ran t-tests comparing those in our sample with others we had to drop because 
they responded to only one survey. These analyses showed that respondents did not differ from 
nonrespondents regarding feedback seeking, relationship building, general socialization, 
perceived servant leadership, P-J fit, P-O fit, or job satisfaction. The only significant difference 
was in information seeking, with respondents reporting slightly higher levels of information 
seeking (mean difference = .13, t = 2.07, p < .05).  
Our final matched sample of 62% female, was on average 25.91 years old (SD = 6.66), and 
reported having an average of 5.31 years (SD = 7.23) of previous work experience outside the 
company. In terms of education, the sample consisted of 18% employees at high school level or 
less, 51% with 2 to 3 years of education after high school, and 31% had more than 3 years of 
education after high school.  
Measures  
We used established scales. All study scales were translated from English to French by one 
of the authors using a back translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1970). We used a 5-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) for all the measures in this study. 
Alphas are reported for the final matched sample. 
Newcomer proactive behaviors. For this study, we chose to assess four specific newcomer 
proactive behaviors from Ashford and Black’s (1996) proactive behavior scale. Information 
seeking and feedback seeking were measured using four items each. General socializing and 
relationship building with the leader were measured using three items each. Sample items include, 
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“I tried to learn the important policies and procedures in the organization” (information seeking,  
= .86), “I sought out feedback on my performance during assignments” (feedback seeking,  = 
.91), “I attended company social gathering” (general socializing,  = .75), and “I tried to form a 
good relationship with my boss” (relationship building with manager,  = .67).  
Servant leadership. We used the 28-item servant leadership scale developed by Liden et 
al. (2008). Higher-order CFAs have shown that the 7 dimensions assessed with this scale load 
onto a second-order factor capturing overall/global servant leadership (Chiniara & Bentein, 
2018; Hu & Liden, 2011). A sample item is, “My manager provides me with work experiences 
that enable me to develop new skills” ( = .92). 
Job satisfaction. We used Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) job satisfaction scale consisting 
of three items. A sample item is, “Generally speaking, I’m very satisfied with this job” ( = .83). 
Fit. For person-job fit, we adapted Saks and Ashforth’s (1997) four items so that they can 
be answered using a strongly disagree - strongly agree Likert scale. A sample item is, “The job 
fulfills my needs” ( = .92). For person-organization fit, we adapted Saks and Ashforth’s (1997) 
four items so that they can be answered using a strongly disagree - strongly agree Likert scale. A 
sample item is, “The values of the organization are similar to my own values” ( = .90).  
Results 
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among variables are presented in Table 1.  
Among the correlations, it is noteworthy that servant leadership was positively related to all four 
proactive behaviors. Also, observation of simple correlations reveals that information seeking, 
general socializing, and relationship building were positively related to all three outcome 
variables. Feedback seeking, however, was only related to job satisfaction. Our review of the 
correlations revealed moderate to high correlations among some study variables. Specifically, 
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servant leadership and relationship building were correlated at .45. Job satisfaction was 
correlated with P-J fit and P-O fit at .76 and .64 respectively, and the correlation between P-J and 
P-O fit was .69. In order to examine whether employees were able to distinguish between these 
theoretically related constructs, we conducted a confirmatory analysis. Items were treated as 
indicators of each latent variable except for servant leadership. Servant leadership consisted of 
28 items representing seven dimensions. Therefore, we treated each dimension as the indicator, 
resulting in seven indicators for this variable.  
The original model including all study variables fit the data well (χ
2
 = 1160.21, df = 436, 
CFA = .90, RMSEA = .06). Further, alternative models where servant leadership and 
relationship development (∆χ
2 
(7) = 125.38, p < .01), job satisfaction and P-J fit (∆χ
2 
(7) = 
111.90, p < .01), job satisfaction and P-O fit (∆χ
2 
(7) = 149.20, p < .01), and P-J fit and P-O fit 
(∆χ
2 
(7) = 370.65, p < .01) were treated as a single factor resulted in worse fit to the data. These 
analyses provided support for treating our study variables as distinct.  
We used the Process macro developed by Hayes (2013) to test our hypotheses. Tables 2-5 
summarize the moderation analysis results along with bootstrapped confidence intervals and 
conditional effects at low (1SD below the mean), mean, and high levels of the moderator (1SD 
above the mean). Consistent with Hypothesis 1, results presented in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 show 
that the interaction term of all four newcomer proactive behaviors with servant leadership were 
significant with respect to job satisfaction. The plots presented in Figures 2a, 2b, 2c, and 2d 
illustrate the nature of the interaction at one standard deviation above and below the mean. 
Conditional effects showed that at high levels of servant leadership, there was no significant 
relationship between information seeking (b = .04, t =.39, p > .05), feedback seeking (b = -.11, t 
= -1.32, p > .05), general socialization (b = .01, t = .23, p > .05), relationship building (b = -.18, t 
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= -1.83, p > .05) and job satisfaction. At low levels of servant leadership, information seeking (b 
= .46, t = 4.61, p < .01) and general socializing (b = .23, t = 3.57, p < .01) were significantly and 
positively related to job satisfaction. The nature of the relationship between feedback seeking (β 
= .10, t = 1.56, p > .05), relationship building (b = .20, t = 1.89, p < .10) and job satisfaction, at 
low levels of servant leadership, was not statistically significant. This pattern of results supports 
the hypothesis that the relationship between newcomer proactive behaviors (specifically 
information seeking and general socializing behaviors) and job satisfaction was more positive 
when servant leadership was low.  
Hypotheses 2a-2d predicted that newcomer proactive behaviors and servant leadership 
interact with respect to P-J fit. The interaction terms presented in Tables 2-5 were significant for 
information seeking, general socializing, and relationship building, but not for feedback seeking. 
Simple slope analyses showed that at high levels of servant leadership, there was no relationship 
between newcomer proactive behaviors and P-J fit (b = .01, t = .13, p > .05 for information 
seeking, b = -.09, t = -.98, p > .05 for general socializing and b = -.07, t = -.56, p > .05 for 
relationship building). However, at low levels of servant leadership, all three relationships were 
positive and significant (b=.42, t = 3.32, p < .01 for information seeking, b= .30, t = 3.82, p < .01 
for general socializing, and b=.30, t = 2.26, p < .05 for relationship building). The plots of these 
interactions are presented in Figures 3a, b, and c. These results provide support for Hypotheses 
2a, 2c, and 2d, but fail to support Hypothesis 2b.  
 Finally, Hypotheses 3a-3d suggested that servant leadership would act as a moderator of 
newcomer proactive behaviors with respect to P-O fit. The results presented in Tables 2-5 
showed that the interaction terms of information seeking and relationship building with servant 
leadership were significant. The plots of these interactions are shown in Figures 4a and 4b. 
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Simple slope analyses have shown that at high levels of servant leadership, newcomer 
information seeking (b = .05, t = .40, p > .05) and relationship building (b = -.08, t = -.62, p > 
.05) were not related to P-O fit. At low levels of servant leadership, newcomer information 
seeking (b=.44, t = 3.58, p < .01) and relationship building (b=.25, t = 1.88, p < .10) had more 
positive relations with P-O fit, providing partial support for Hypothesis 3a and 3d but failing to 
support Hypotheses 3b and 3c.  
 Finally, as a follow-up analysis we regressed each dependent variable on all main effects 
and interaction terms simultaneously. For job satisfaction as the outcome, the four interactions 
cumulatively explained 5.3% of the variance (ΔF = 4.12, p < .01). The only significant 
interaction that emerged was between information seeking and servant leadership (b = -.34, SE = 
.16, t = -2.18, p < .05). For P-J fit, the four interaction terms explained 5.5% of the variance (ΔF 
= 4.22, p < .01), with general socialization emerging as the only significant interaction (b = -.35, 
SE = .12, t = -2.79, p < .01). For P-O fit, the four interaction terms collectively explained 2.8% 
of the variance (ΔF = 2.01, p < .10), and information seeking approached significance (b = -.33, 
SE = .19, t = -1.76, p < .10). In sum, servant leadership played a moderator role over newcomer 
proactive behaviors in general, with the most robust moderated relations emerging as the effects 
on information seeking and general socialization on outcomes.  
Discussion  
 In this study, we investigated the moderating role of servant leadership for the 
relationship between a set of key newcomer proactive behaviors and subsequent newcomer fit 
and adjustment. Our results suggest, as proposed, that the positive effects of newcomer proactive 
behaviors on newcomer outcomes occur in the absence of servant leadership. Servant leadership 
was related to newcomers’ early adjustment outcomes, in such a way that when servant 
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leadership is high, newcomers experienced greater levels of job satisfaction and greater levels of 
person-job and person-organization fit. In contrast, newcomers’ own proactive behaviors made a 
difference in the absence of servant leadership, suggesting that employees may be able to 
compensate for the type of help and support servant leaders provide through their own actions. 
Similarly, servant leadership was related to a reduction in the necessity of proactivity on the part 
of newcomers, by providing a rich environment in which adjustment takes place. The most 
consistent effects were found for newcomer information seeking and relationship building 
behaviors, suggesting the provision of servant leadership provides employees with the 
informational and relational resources that are useful for newcomer adjustment.  In general, 
although employee perceptions of servant leadership were positively related to job satisfaction 
and perceived fit within the organization and with their jobs, employees who reported receiving 
lower levels of servant leadership behaviors were shown to be able to offset this lack of 
supporting servant leadership behaviors by engaging in proactive behaviors. Specifically, the 
more they engaged in feedback and information seeking, worked to build relationships, and 
socialized with coworkers, the higher their job satisfaction, P-O fit, and P-J fit. 
The first contribution includes expanding our knowledge of the context surrounding new 
employee proactive behavior. Although differences in human resource practices and newcomer 
individual characteristics have provided critical knowledge in understanding the role of proactive 
newcomer behavior in enhancing socialization outcomes, a relatively ignored contextual variable 
in this literature is leadership. Results of the current investigation reveal that socialization 
outcomes are consistently positive under servant leaders, regardless of the degree to which 
newcomers engage in proactive behaviors. Only under conditions of low levels of servant 
leadership, did we find positive associations between proactive newcomer behaviors and 
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outcomes. This finding suggests that both leadership style and newcomer behavior matter in 
different instances for socialization outcomes. That is, newcomers may experience job 
satisfaction and achieve fit with their jobs and organizations simply by being led by servant 
leaders. This possibility appears to identify a key boundary condition for proactive behaviors. 
Specifically, in the presence of servant leadership, newcomer proactive behaviors are not 
required in order for followers to fare well on key newcomer outcomes. Theoretically, this opens 
the door to further examination of how and when proactive behaviors matter for new employees. 
Moreover, this study provides empirical support for the aforementioned meta-analysis showing 
that servant leadership explains variance in key individual outcomes. Additional research is 
required to further support the meta-analysis in examining the efficacy of servant leadership 
compared with other leadership styles. This opportunity for future research is discussed in 
greater detail below. 
Another contribution of the current investigation includes expanding the outcomes of 
proactive behavior.  Our study has contributed to the proactive behavior literature to demonstrate 
that proactivity not only enhances job satisfaction, but also appears to be related to increased 
perceptions of both P-O and P-J fit. Although proactivity of undergraduate co-op students in 
short (4-month) assignments has been shown in a cross-sectional study to be related to P-O and 
P-J fit (Gruman et al., 2006), our results provide support for these relationships among full-time 
employees with proactive behaviors measured 3 months and fit measured 6 months after entry. 
By proactively accessing information, developing social connections, and building relationships, 
newcomers develop a clearer picture of their roles in the organization. Proactive behaviors also 
benefit newcomers by enabling them to tailor their jobs to meet their specific needs, thus serving 
to enhance their perception of fitting well with their jobs and organizations.  Theoretically, not 
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all aspects of newcomer adjustment, fit, and satisfaction are the same. By expanding the focus on 
additional outcomes, we are able to further extend our understanding of the nomological network 
of proactive behaviors.  
Practical Implications 
We sought to contribute to the proactive behavior literature by directly assessing how 
proactivity during a new employee’s early time with an organization might relate to fit and 
adjustment. We did this in the hopes of expanding our understanding of the context in which 
contextual newcomer key proactive behaviors matter, and to what extent. In doing so, we 
questioned an underlying assumption that exists in the majority of work examining the 
relationship between newcomer proactive behavior and newcomer adjustment: the assumption 
that newcomer adjustment rests solely on the newcomer’s own tendency toward proactivity, and 
is independent of the role of insiders.  Thus, we examined an important boundary condition- 
whether servant leadership was present- as a moderator of the proactive behavior to newcomer 
outcomes relationship. It is important to note that proactive behaviors were a key component of 
new employee success as indicated by fit and job satisfaction, and that for those employees with 
lower levels of proactivity, servant leadership served as an important substitute.  This ties into 
the organizational socialization literature in important and practical ways. It appears that 
newcomers have at least two options at their disposal. On one hand, they may choose to engage 
in proactive behaviors, such as information seeking, to help them gain important information and 
support. These findings replicate and extend the paramount importance of new employee 
proactivity during the socialization process.  On the other hand, they may find servant leaders to 
help them. Both were shown to provide viable ways to approach their adjustment. 
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While organizational insiders, and leaders, in particular, have been identified as critical to 
the success or failure of newcomers, we have argued that servant leadership is especially well-
suited to addressing the needs of newcomers during the socialization process.  Because servant 
leaders prioritize the needs of followers over their own needs (Greenleaf, 1970), they are well-
positioned to help their followers achieve success and feel good about their roles within 
organizations. Furthermore, given their focus on developing employees to their fullest potential 
(Liden et al., 2008), such leadership is especially salient for successful employee socialization. 
As noted in our introduction, we sought to focus on key newcomer outcomes that are personal in 
nature, including how newcomer proactive behavior relates to newcomer perceptions of job 
satisfaction as well as person-job and person-organization fit. By focusing on these well-being 
outcomes, we add to the expanding organizational socialization outcome literature.  
This study also contributes to the mounting evidence in support of servant leadership. Not 
only does a servant leadership style create a positive work environment conducive to success, as 
previous studies have indicated, but it can actually lead to improved individual outcomes. The 
results clearly show the benefits of selecting and training leaders to maximize engagement in 
servant leadership behaviors, as followers of servant leaders were shown to be more satisfied 
with their jobs and perceived greater P-O and P-J fit than their counterparts whose leaders were 
perceived as exhibiting less servant leadership behavior. Although our results demonstrated that 
employees of leaders engaging less in servant leadership may overcome this liability by being 
proactive, employees vary considerably in their proclivity to engage in proactive behaviors, as 
clearly shown in the proactive personality literature (Crant, 2000). Because employees who are 
not prone to behave proactively, such as those low in proactive personality, may suffer lower job 
satisfaction and poorer fit with their jobs and organizations, organizations should either 
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encourage employees to be more proactive or endeavor to build a servant leadership culture 
(Liden, Wayne et al., 2014).  
Potential Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research Directions 
 Two methodological strengths of our investigation were a design that included gathering 
data at three points in time and the sampling of newcomers to the organization. Socialization 
field research has been dominated by samples of undergraduate students entering their first jobs. 
Although much has been learned from these studies, largely missing has been research involving 
newcomers of various ages and career stages, as characterizes the sample for the current 
investigation.  Another strength was that collecting data from a single organization provides a 
built-in control for aspects of the context that may affect employee responses. Despite these 
strengths, the research design was limited by the collection of data from only one source. 
Although our research design with multiple data collection points serves to reduce the severity of 
this limitation, having only three months’ separation between each time period allows for some 
possibility of same source common method variance, at least partially explaining the results. 
Even though all hypotheses involved interactions, which are less susceptible to same source bias, 
we suggest that future research designs include data collected from multiple sources and/or have 
longer intervals between time periods. An additional limitation is that despite studying a unique 
cultural context by collecting data in France, replication in other countries is needed to assess 
external validity. Replication is also needed in industries other than the financial sector studied in 
the current investigation. 
 And, although our data collection design included data across three time points, our study 
was not truly longitudinal because each study variable was measured at only one point in time. 
Because of this we do not know how newcomer proactive behavior patterns changed, or did not 
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change, over time. We are also not able to make causal inferences given our research design. 
However, the ordering of our data collection was such that it did move beyond a simple common 
bound design. We encourage future research seeking to address questions around time (Ashforth, 
2012) and the changing nature of proactivity over time during the organizational socialization 
process in a truly longitudinal design to allow for a replication and extension of our findings 
here. And, while we did purposely focus on new employees and their leaders, we did not gather 
data from all coworkers.  Such insights would be helpful and we encourage this approach in 
future research. 
Although not a focus of the current investigation, the positive relationships found between 
servant leadership and proactive behaviors are intriguing and suggest hypotheses for future 
studies. For example, servant leadership might be modeled as an antecedent of proactive 
behavior in addition to its role as a moderator of relationships between proactive behavior and 
outcomes. Studies might also be conducted to explore the mechanisms through which servant 
leadership enhances follower proactive behavior. For example, through empowering behaviors 
and a focus on bringing out the full potential in all followers, servant leaders help to build the 
confidence to be proactive at work. Servant leaders, who strive to be ethical and open to 
dissenting perspectives offered by followers, are also likely to create environments that provide 
the psychological safety that reduces the risk associated with being proactive. Finally, future 
studies may consider the mechanisms by which servant leadership serves as a moderator of the 
relation between newcomer proactive behaviors and socialization outcomes. For example, 
servant leaders may enhance state self-efficacy (Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010), which 
could be the reason for the observed moderating role of servant leadership on newcomer 
proactive behaviors.  
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 We conducted this study in France, a country that is under-represented in the 
organizational literature, which we saw as a contribution adding to the burgeoning proactive 
behavior and newcomer organizational socialization literature. But, because we focused on a 
single company within a specific industry, it is not clear how representative this sample is for 
understanding non-knowledge related work or workers. We encourage further work in a variety 
of contexts to assess the robustness of our findings. Work that tests and seeks to replicate and 
extend this study in other cultural contexts is encouraged.  
 While a great deal of work has examined the antecedents and outcomes associated with 
proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant & Bateman, 2000; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 
2001), specifically in the newcomer socialization setting (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003), 
we instead focus on actual behaviors.  This is because behaviors are more malleable to change than 
one’s personality. Thus, we felt that our findings would be more amenable to helping new 
employees understand the pros and cons of proactive behaviors in the socialization context by 
focusing on them.  However, it would be fruitful for future research to examine both proactive 
personality and proactive behaviors to see how they interact with servant leadership.  
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, our study is the first to examine new employee proactive behaviors and 
servant leadership at the same time. As such, it has illustrated that proactive behaviors matter 
when servant leadership is low. However, having both proactive newcomer behavior and servant 
leadership in place is the ideal scenario for helping new employees to fit into their new jobs 
while feeling satisfied. This highlights specific ways in which newcomers, managers, and 
organizations can help to engage in specific behaviors and to facilitate positive contexts for 
successful socialization. 
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Table 1.   
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables.  
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Servant Leadership (T2) 3.59 .47        
2. Information Seeking (T2) 4.25 .50 .25**       
3. Feedback Seeking (T2) 3.79 .78 .29** .14*      
4. General Socializing (T2) 3.18 .82 .39** .21** .19**     
5. Relationship Building (T2) 3.87 .56 .45** .36** .30** .30**    
6. Job Satisfaction (T3) 4.21 .66 .33** .29** .15* .30** .22**   
7. P-J Fit (T3) 3.89 .81 .34** .25** .12 .27** .26** .76**  
8. P-O Fit (T3) 4.00 .79 .31** .26** .11 .23** .23** .69** .64** 
 
Note. N = 247. T2 and T3 denote the timing of when the data were collected with T2 being 3-months post-entry, and T3 being 6-
months post-entry. P-J Fit refers to person-job fit. P-O Fit refers to person-organization fit.  
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 2.   
Results of Moderation Analysis with Servant Leadership Moderating the Effects of Information Seeking  
 Job Satisfaction (T3) P-J Fit (T3) P-O Fit (T3) 
 
 b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI 
Servant leadership  2.17 .56 3.85** 1.06 3.29 2.19 .71 3.09** .79 3.59 2.10 .70 3.02** .73 3.47 
Information seeking  1.85 .48 3.89**   .91 2.79 1.76 .60 2.93** .58 2.94 1.73 .59 2.95** .58 2.89 
Feedback seeking    .04 .05   .70 -.07   .14 .01 .07 .08 -.12 .13 .00 .06 .05 -.12 .13 
General socialization   .15 .05 2.87**   .05   .25 .14 .06 2.23* .02 .27 .10 .06 1.55 -.03 .22 
Relationship building    .02 .08   .22 -.14   .17 .12 .10 1.22 -.08 .33 .09 .10 .94 -.10 .29 
Servant leadership x 
information seeking 
-.45 .13 -3.38** -.71 -.19 -.43 .17 -2.59* -.76 -.10 -.41 .16 -2.55* -.74 -.09 
 
Conditional effect of servant leadership 
-1 SD .46 .10 4.61** .26 .66 .42 .13 3.32** .17 .67 .44 .12 3.58** .20 .69 
Mean .25 .08 3.07** .09 .41 .22 .10 2.09* .01 .42 .25 .10 2.44* .05 .45 
1 SD .04 .11 .39 -.17 .25 .01 .13 .10 -.25 .28 .05 .13 .40 -.21 .31 
R
2
 .22 .19 .16 
F (df1,df2) 11.28** (6,240) 9.09** (6,240) 7.83** (6,240) 
∆R
2
 .04 .02 .02 
∆F (df1, df2) 11.41** (1,240) 6.70** (1,240) 6.48* (1,240) 
Note. N = 247. All predictor variables were gathered at Time 2 (3-months post-entry). T3 indicates 6-months post-entry. P-J Fit refers 
to person-job fit. P-O Fit refers to person-organization fit. ∆R2 and ∆F denote changes in R and F when the interaction term is added to 
the equation. 
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Table 3.   
Results of Moderation Analysis with Servant Leadership Moderating the Effects of Feedback Seeking 
 Job Satisfaction (T3) P-J Fit (T3) P-O Fit (T3) 
 b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI 
Servant leadership  1.18 .43 2.76** .34 2.03 1.22 .54 2.28* .17 2.28 .48 .53 .92 -.56 1.52 
Information seeking  .29 .08 3.46** .13 .46 .25 .10 2.41* .05 .46 .26 .10 2.57* .06 .47 
Feedback seeking  .78 .36 2.17* .07 1.49 .72 .45 1.59 -.17 1.60 .10 .44 .22 -.77 .97 
General socialization  .12 .05 2.35* .02 .22 .12 .07 1.84 -.01 .25 .09 .06 1.34 -.04 .21 
Relationship building  -.03 .08 -.34 -.19 .13 .08 .10 .78 -.12 .28 .07 .10 .68 -.13 .27 
Servant leadership x 
feedback seeking 
-.22 .10 -2.12* -.42 -.02 -.21 .13 -1.62 -.46 .05 -.03 .13 -.24 -.28 .22 
 
Conditional effect of servant leadership 
-1 SD .10 .06 1.56 -.03 .22           
Mean -.00 .05 -.10 -.11 .10           
1 SD -.11 .08 -1.32 -.27 .05           
R
2
 .20 .17 .14 
F (df1, df2)   9.87** (6,240)   8.28** (6,240)    6.59** (6,240) 
∆R
2
 .02 .01 .00 
∆F (df1, df2)  4.50** (1,240) 2.62 (1,240) .06 (1,240) 
Note. N = 247. All predictor variables were gathered at Time 2 (3-months post-entry). T3 indicates 6-months post-entry. P-J Fit refers 
to person-job fit. P-O Fit refers to person-organization fit. ∆R2 and ∆F denote changes in R and F when the interaction term is added to 
the equation. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 4.   
Results of Moderation Analysis with Servant Leadership Moderating the Effects of General Socialization 
 Job Satisfaction (T3) P-J Fit (T3) P-O Fit (T3) 
 b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI 
Servant leadership  1.02 .31 3.28** .41 1.63 1.70 .38 4.45** .95 2.45 .38 .38 .98 -.38 1.13 
Information seeking  .28 .08 3.41** .12 .45 .26 .10 2.54* .06 .46 .26 .10 2.55* .06 .46 
Feedback seeking  .01 .05 .26 -.09 .12 -.03 .06 -.42 -.15 .10 -.01 .06 -.11 -.14 .12 
General socialization  .92 .32 2.84** .28 1.56 1.56 .40 3.92** .78 2.34 .11 .40 .27 -.68 .89 
Relationship building  .00 .08 .02 -.16 .16 .12 .10 1.15 -.08 .31 .07 .10 .71 -.13 .27 
Servant leadership x 
general socialization 
-.22 .09 -2.45* -.40 -.04 -.41 .11 -3.64** -.63 -.19 -.01 .11 -.05 -.23 .22 
 
Conditional effect of servant leadership 
-1 SD .23 .06 3.57** .10 .35 .30 .08 3.82** .14 .45      
Mean .12 .05 2.33* .02 .22 .11 .06 1.66 -.02 .23      
1 SD .01 .07 .23 -.12 .16 -.09 .09 -.98 -.26 .09      
    
R
2
 .20 .21 .14 
F (df1, df2) 10.17** (6,240) 10.39** (6,240) 6.58** (6, 240) 
∆R
2
 .02 .04 .00 
∆F (df1, df2) 6.00* (1,240) 13.23** (1,240) .00 (1, 240) 
Note. N = 247. All predictor variables were gathered at Time 2 (3-months post-entry). T3 indicates 6-months post-entry. P-J Fit refers 
to person-job fit. P-O Fit refers to person-organization fit. ∆R2 and ∆F denote changes in R and F when the interaction term is added to 
the equation. * p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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Table 5.   
Results of Moderation Analysis with Servant Leadership Moderating the Effects of Relationship Building 
 Job Satisfaction (T3) P-J Fit (T3) P-O Fit (T3) 
 b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI b SE t LLCI ULCI 
Servant leadership  1.90 .55 3.49** .83 2.98 1.94 .69 2.82** .59 3.29 1.71 .67 2.54* .38 3.03 
Information seeking  .28 .08 3.44** .12 .45 .25 .10 2.38* .04 .45 .28 .10 2.71** .08 .48 
Feedback seeking  .01 .05 .10 -.10 .11 -.02 .07 -.38 -.15 .10 -.02 .06 -.37 -.15 .10 
General socialization  .14 .05 2.64** .03 .24 .13 .06 2.05* .01 .26 .09 .06 1.38 -.04 .21 
Relationship building  1.48 .50 2.94** .49 2.47 1.54 .63 2.44* .29 2.78 1.32 .62 2.13* .10 2.54 
Servant leadership x 
relationship building 
-.41 .14 -2.99** -.68 -.14 -.40 .17 -2.30* -.74 -.06 -.34 .17 -2.04* -.68 -.01 
 
Conditional effect of servant leadership 
-1 SD .20 .11  1.89 -.01 .41 .30 .13 2.26* .04 .57 .25 .13 1.88 -.01 .51 
Mean .01 .08    .12 -.15 .17 .12 .10 1.14 -.08 .32 .08 .10 .85 -.11 .28 
1 SD -.18 .10 -1.83 -.38 .01 -.07 .13 -.56 -.32 .17 -.08 .12 -.62 -.32 .17 
    
R
2
 .21 .18 .16 
F (df1, df2) 10.77** (6,240) 8.82** (6,240) 7.39** (6,240) 
∆R
2
 .03 .02 .01 
∆F (df1, df2) 8.94** (1,240) 5.32* (1,240) 4.17* (1, 240) 
Note. N = 247. All predictor variables were gather at Time 2 (3-months post-entry). T3 indicates 6-months post-entry. P-J Fit refers to 
person-job fit. P-O Fit refers to person-organization fit. ∆R2 and ∆F denote changes in R and F when the interaction term is added to the 
equation. 
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Figure 1. Proposed conceptual model.
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Figure 2a.  The interaction of information seeking and servant leadership with respect to job 
satisfaction. 
 
 
Figure 2b.  The interaction of feedback seeking and servant leadership with respect to job 
satisfaction. 
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Figure 2c.  The interaction of general socializing and servant leadership with respect to job 
satisfaction. 
 
 
Figure 2d.  The interaction of relationship building and servant leadership with respect to job 
satisfaction. 
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Figure 3a.  The interaction of information seeking and servant leadership with respect to P-J fit. 
 
 
Figure 3b.  The interaction of general socializing and servant leadership with respect to P-J fit. 
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Figure 3c. The interaction of relationship building and servant leadership with respect to P-J fit. 
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Figure 4a. The interaction of information seeking and servant leadership with respect to P-O fit. 
 
Figure 4b. The interaction of relationship building and servant leadership with respect to P-O fit. 
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Highlights 
 
 Across their first six months on the job, new organizational members played an active role in 
their own adjustment. 
 Information seeking and general socialization relate to job satisfaction, person-job fit, and person-
organization fit. 
 Servant leadership served as an important contextual boundary condition of these relationships. 
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